E

DOCUNMEBT RESURE

ED 051 226 TE 002 431
AUTHOR Brenstein, Arthur J.; And Others
TITLE A Sociolinguistic Comment on the Changirg Attitudes

Toward the Use of 3lack English and an Experinental
Study to Measure Sone of Those Attitudes.
PUB DATE Dec 70 '
NOTE 19p.; Paper presented at the Annual Convention of
the Speech Communication Association {56th, New
Orleans, December 1970)

EDR3 PRICE FEDRS Price MP-. 0.65 HC-$3.29

DESCRIPTORS Caucasians, Changing Attiludes, *Dialects,
*Educational Attitudes, *language Usage, ?*Yodels,
Negroes, *Surveys

IDENTIPIRBRS Lanyuage Attiture Scale

ABSTRACT

The increasingly wide-spread controversy surrounding
the subject of Black English is the subject of this document. This
presentation cousists of tvo parts. The tirst nart reports an
experimental study undertaken to deterrine attitudes of sonme
educators toward Black Fnglish. Caucasian <nd Negro teachers were
administered a Language Attitude Scale to determine their attitudes
toward the following: (1} the structure of Black English, (2) the
consequences Of using (or nct using) and accepting {or rejecting)
Black English, (3) the importance of Glack English to the speakers of
it, and (4) the cognitive and intellectual abilities of speakers of
Black English. Results show that language attitudes vary both
racially and on educational levels. Part II of this presentation
takes a closer look at these attitudes. Educators coucerned with the
problers of the disadvantaged have, in recent years, encountercd an
increasing asount of failure in trying to carry out vhat they see as
their basic task. This failure is related to a faulty understandiing
ot the use ot language and of the attitudes toward language use. Two
vievs towvard Black Fnglish may be identified: {1} an older view based
on a deficit wrodel in which the dialect is considered interior, (2) a
more rucent vievw b2sed on a difference model which accepts ttu
premise that all dialects possess internal validity. It is concluded
that the educatjonal establishment must come to view Black English as
another dialect ot English. (CK)
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In the November 28, 1970 issue cf The New Republic

Olivia Mellan asks the question, ''Black Engifsh: Why
Try to Eradicate I1t?" 1in the September 1970 ASHA Journal
Joan Baratz asks ''Should Black Children Learn White
Dialect?' And [n the November 22, 1970 editior of The

Atlanta Journal and Constitution Marvin Loflin states

that indeed ""The €ngiish of Some Blacks does Differ...
(but he insists further that it must be) Defended."
This Incicasingly wide-spread controversy
surrounding the subject of Black English Is our concern
today. For as orofesclonals in Speech Communlcation we ar:
intimately involved with this issue. Our views on the
subject of Black English signlficantly influence our behavior toward
the speakers of it, particularly In our role as educators.
This presentation today, conslsts of two parts.
The first part is the report of an experimenta! study
undertaken to determine attlitudes of some educators toward
Black English. The second part is a soclelingulstic
comment on the nature of tnose attltudes particularly as
they reflect a contrast between the ''deficit' and ''differcnce"

models.
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What are the attitudes of educators toward
Black English and its speakers? Ffor the purposes of
this paper a survey of teachers was undertaken. Two
groups were Included: sixty-four faculty members of Shaw
University in Raleigh (Wake County), North Carolina and
two hundred elementary and secordary teachers in Wake
County, North Carolina. They were administered a
Language Attitude Scale devised by the Center for
Applied Linguistics, Washington, D. C. The Shaw faculty
members were administered the questionnaire during
orientation week at the beginning of the school year,
1970. The Wake County teachers were given the test
durlng a two-week desegregatlon workshop in the summer
of 1970.

Of the sixty-four Shaw educators, forty-three were
black and tweaty-one were white. Of the two hundred
other teachers, sixty=-nine blacks and one hundred ninety-
three whites responded to the question Indicating race on the
blographical data form appended to the questionnaire.

The questionnaire, which conslsts of twenty-five
statements, seeks to determine the attltudes of the
re.spondents to various facats of Black Engllish. These
facets conslst of (1) the stiucture of Black Engllsh;

(2) the consequences of uskng (or not using) and accepting
(or rejecting) Black English; {3) the Importunce
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of Black English to the speakers of it; and (4) the
cognitfve and Intellectual abllities of spaakers of
Black English. Completlon of the questlonnaire followed
the playing of a tape with samples of two English dlalects--
Black English and Appalachian Englich. The teachers were
asked to react to the statements on a flve point scale--
SA (strongly agree), MA (mI1dly agree), N (neither agree
nor disagree}, MD (mi)dly dlsagree), and SD {strongly
disagree.)

The following tables report the results of the
study. The romzn numerals represent the four attltude
facets mentioned above. Table { shows how the total
population ranked percentage-wise on a high, medium, or
low basls. HFgh, medium, and low were determined by set-
ting the highest twenty-five percent of possible scorling
as hlgh, the mlddle flfty percent as mlddle and the low:st
twenty-five percent as low.

~able ) Indicates the responsis of the qroups from
Shaw and Wake County to the four categorles outlined
above. The percentzges are based on the number of parti-
clpants who responded to all of the questions in the cate-
gory. The numbers of people who answered In each category
are Indicated. Both flgures are based on a hlgh, middle,
or low evaluation.

Table 11 Is a breakdown of Table ! by color with
the peccentages and numbers indicating how the group of each

lfl{j}:‘ race selected wlithin their own group.
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Language Attitude Scale Administered to 64 Shaw Unlversity Faculty
and to 200 Weke County Elementary ard Secondary School teachers#

TABLE 1
{ Shaw Wake
X Responses 2 Res‘;;;zgggﬂli g
Category | H 6 75.3 “-5— o
Mo b3 69. 4 13 748
L 3 4,8 38 ’1.c
| g2 lgo.o 177 100,06
Category | H 25 0.3
M 36 58.1 155 B:ﬁ
L 1 1.6 i3 7.0
62 100.0 187 100,0
Category 111 H 7 27.5 12 6.4
! v u; 63.3 145 77.1
! : 31 16.5
) 6] 100.0 " T58B 100.0
Category 1V H 22 35y, - 21.
dory W37 kiR 135 2l
L 5 7.8 28 14,4
& 100.0 IEL 100.0
TABLE II
Shaw Wake County
White Black White _Black
Responses 5 Responses % _Responses % Responses %
I H 8 38.1 8 19.5 ) 1.7 10.5
M 13 61.9 30 73.2 80 67.8 49 86.0
L 0 0.0 3 7.3 3€ 30.5 2 3.5
21 100.0 L5 100.0 118 100.0 57 100.0
II K 13 61.9 12 29.3 15 12.3 20 31.7
M 8 38.1 28 63.3 95 T7.9 42 66.7
L 0 0.0 1 2.4 12 9.8 1 1.6
21 100.0 41 100,0 122 100.0 63 1G60.0
171 H 10 7.6 7 17.5 3 2.5 9 U
M 11 52.L 30 5.0 93 76.2 51 79.7
L 0 _0.0 3 7.5 26 21.3 4 6.2
21 _100.0____ o ~100.0_ 122 100.0 6h 100.0
Iv B 9 2.9 13 30.2 20 16.0 20 3.7
M 12 57.1 25 58.2 88 70.4 32 50,8
L 0 0.0 5 11.6 B Vi 13.6 11 17.5
21 100.0 43 100,0 ” 125 100.0 63 100.0

Category I concerns attitudes about the structure of Black Frglish.
Category II concerns attitudes about the consequences of using (or not using) and
accepting (or rejecting) Black English,
Category III concerns attitudes about the importance of Black English %o the speakers of it.
Category IV concerns attitudes about the cognitive end intellectual abilities of
rpeakers of Black English.

* The Language Attjtude Scale is an instrument designed by the Center for
Applied Linguistics, Washington, D. C.
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The results reflected in the tables Indicats that
the total Shaw faculty holds more positive attitudes toward
the use of 8lack English than do the Wake County teachers. In
additlion, category |l Indicates that Shaw faculty recognize the
importance of accepting Black English. Category | shows ltow
att;itudes of Wake County teachers regarding the structure of
Black English.
The raclal breakdown In the two sample groups revealed a
dlfference. White Shaw faculty registered no low scores; White
Wake County teachers registered more low responses in all
categories than any other group. The high responses from white
Shaw faculty were greater than for any other group. Black Shaw
and black Wake County teachers scored very simflarly in all categorles.
What conclusions can be drawn from the tables and from the
study itself? It is evident that language attlitudes vary both
racially and on educatlional levels. The reasons for the dcvelopment
of the attltudes in the teachers tested are many and complex. Perhaps
a study of the geographical areas of birth and upbringing, of the
education and occupation of parents, of level of tralning In the area
of lirguistics, of sex and age are variables to be cousidered in
gaining an understanding of how and why these attitudes were formed.
However, the scope of such research is beyond the purpose of this

paper.
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What Is relzvant is the fact that the teachers In
this survey, particularly teachers of the elementary and
secondary levels, hold attitudes that can operate to the
detriment of the educatlonal development of chlldren.

A closer look at these attitudes 1s necessary.

This s the purpose of the second part of this presentation.



Educators concerned wlth the problems of the dis-
advantaged have, in recent years, 2ncountered an In-
creasing amount of bewllderment, frustratlcn and often
fallure In trying to carry out what they see as
thelr basi: task. No small part of their dlfficulty
iy concerned with the teaching of st ndard English
to those ghetto students whosa dlaiect is usually
labelled sub-or nonstandard.

As lingulists, soclologists, and psychologists
have become interested in thls problem, they have
tended to support the view that the educator's fallure
Is related to a faulty understanding of the use of lan-
guage and of the attitudes toward language use.

Untll recently the educator-teacher appears to have
been relatively lgnorunt of the llngulstic forms used
by ti + ghetto mlnority, of the systematic nature of
these forms, and of the attitudes of majority and
minority group speakers towards thelr own and each
other's language use. The term dialect, even when not
used In a pejorative sense, rarely comprehended

soclat (as opposcd to reglonal) dlalacts, nor was
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there a well-develope sense of awareness of the place sc ial
dialects occupy in a system. It 15 oniy In the po t f .

years that information has bioen sought about the psyc o i 31 tiec of
a speaker to nls vernacular; about the attitugzs of t: achers toward
nonstandard langirage forms and toward the speakers «. s+ ch forms;
about the educatlonal effects of these attitudes; and about the
aspliratlons of different minority groups, especlally as they are
related to the use of those language forms which are closcly
identifled with the more prestigious speakers of the (white) middle
and upper middle segments of soclety.

The results of thls prelimlnary Information gathering are
evident in the changlng views of Black English and of the possible
methods of approaching the educational soclal problems 1t preser:s.
It Is important to trace these shlfting views, to indlicate some of
the questions they raise, and to suggest some possible future
directions for education, study, anu research, especlally wlith
regard to the speakers of Black Engllsh in an urban setting.

In tracing the changing vlews of Black Enalish {and other non-
standard dlalects as well) at least two falrly distinct schools of

thought may be identifled.
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The first, and the older, isfbased on what some linguists,
sociolinguists, and educa¥ors have come to call a deficlit
EQQ&L-] In this view the dialect of the black speaker
is considered Inferfor to the staiidard dialect as a
means of communication. Often, this means more than simply
a soclal handicap. |In Tts extrame formulation this view
maintains that the dialect both contributes to and reflects
deficlent cognitive processes2 and intellectual capabiiities.
Although the labe! *standard,' formerly attached
to this dialect, has generally given way to the labe!
'nonstandard,! it Is probably true that those who espouse
the deficit model maintain the hlerarchical concept Iimplied
by the former term, no matter what they call Black English.
The deficit model concept underlies the approach to
language 1:struction which attempts to change the tanguage
habits of those who speak a given dialect of the language
by having them adopt, in Its place, a form of standard
(i.e., white, educated) Engllsh.3
In the past decade many linguists have sought to
discredit the deficlt model and to replace It with what

is termed a difference model? This view accepts the premise

that ali dialects possess what may be called Internal validlty.
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That s, each dialectal subsystem serves as a complete, fully
functioning and adequate tool of communication for and amony
those who use It. This is not to say that there are no
differences between the various degreoes of soclial acceptability
of the different dizlects within a commurity. 0a the contrary,
such differences are reccgnfzed and I~ fact form the core of
the probiem to be met. What Is denied is the netion tkat
cognitive and Intellectuat Inferiority can result from and/or
underlle the use of nonstandard dialects of the language.
Rather, dialect differences are seen as one part of the sum
of cultural differences that distingulsh {in a nonevaluative
manner) one subculture from another, one speaker from another.
it Is the specification of chese cultural differences that has
recent’y vccuplied much of the attention of socliolingulsts.

The difference model underlles the view that every
dialect is open-ended In the sense that anythlng that can be
sald In one dialect may come to be safd in another if the
need arises. That Is, in the long run, the principle of Internal
validity will render it unnecessary for the speakers of a particular

dialect to switch codes In order to express or understand an

11
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ldea that has been formutated by the speakers of another dialect.
The speaker's cognitive and expressive abilities do not basically
reslde In his dlalect, but Tn his mind and in hls ability to creatively
usé his dlalect, an ability possessed by speakers of all dialects
of all languages.5

We seem to be at a point now where most informed )inguists,
sociolingulsts, and sonz educators have accepted the difference
model as a basis for their tralning programs. Such acceptance,
however, does nct mean that there 1s a unanimity of opinion with re-
gard to the goals of and pedagoglc approaches to the programs In
question. There are, in fact, some formidable differences of opinion.
Let us examlne some of the more prominent [deas assoclated with the
various schools of thought which arise out of the difference
madel.

There is substantial support for the idea that all
children should be taught to speak {as well as to read and write)
standard English {f thev do not already do so upon entering schoot.
Underlying this idea is the thought that Black English is nonstandard

and that children using it must be ''corrected,' or at

12
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feast that their lanqguage forms miust be changed or added
to. That there Is some similarity between this approach
and that assoclated with the deficlt model is readily
apparent. The differaence lies basically in the option
of ''adding to'' th: speaker's dialect another dialect,
namely the standard forms. This option is preferred by
most of the group who espouse the difference model, as
opposed to the supporters of the deficit modeI.6
Up to this time, it must be admitted, there has
been no general success in either changing or effectively
supplementing with standard Engiish the nonstandard
forms of biack ghetto speakers In our city schools,
regardless of the model or approach underlying the
attempt. Among the factors which are often cited as
contributing to the failure of compensatory language
programs in the schoois Is the possibility that the
- non-and substandard concest and classification of
Biack Eaglish causes teachers, toth black and white,
to deprecate lts use and, by extension, its users and
their cuIture.7 A student-teacher relationship with
this as a basls is not llkely to change or eradicate
anything, much less a first dlalect to which the speaker

Is intensely loyal. As we have noted above, the change

1 12
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in the prefix of the dlzlect label from suv to non

1s not likely to have any appreclable effect on the stu-
dent-teacher relationshlp. Most teachers wlll (or have)
merely assimilated the new label, assuming that 1t de-
scribes the same ''bad' or “Inferlor' dialect that the
previous term described.

Further, the methods nof teaching a substlitute or
second dialect have been questioned. Some linguists
feel that the standard forms shou'd be taught to
the ghetto speaker following the principles arnd pro:zedures
developed by teachars who are speclalists In the taaching
of Engllsh as a second language, rather than by speech
therapists, for example, whose approach Is to suppress
the use of one phcinological or morphologlcal form ard
replaze It with another.8 At the moment, this state of
affalrscan hardly be sald to exist in any genera: v y.
We simply lack the enormous body of teachers, tralned In
methods of teaching Engilsh as a second larguage (as
adapted to the sacond dlalect situation), that would be
needed to meet the requirements of such a pregram.

A final factor contributing to the fallure of
school programs centers around tha deflnltion of stand-

ard English. While the schools are making vain attempts

14
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to solve the problem of how to educate black children ''up"

to & standard dialect, the problem may be solving itself

in terms of the current definition of standard English. Thls
definiticn, In Its most common form, unites the elements of
community and education to specify that standard speakers are
those members of a speech community who are educated. The
vagueness of a definition of this sort is apparent, but that

is not wﬁat Is at issue here. Accepting the definitlion cven

In 1ts least speciflc form will glve rise to a host of
complicated Issues in the coming years. |In the first place,
we are now In a positlon where Increasingly larger numbers of
black (and other minority group) students are attending or will
attend institutions of higher learning each year. The Inablility
of the elementary and secondary schools to substantially

alter the spoken language behavior of these students has

thus far been mirrored In the ¢>lleges and re-enforced

by attitudes which range from laissez-faire to ''it's not my
Job to teach college students how to speak.' Assuming

that this state of affairs will remain essent!ally unchanged,
we shall soon face a sltuation in whlch a clearly soclally

marked and stlgmatized dialect will nonetheless fit
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the accepted definition of standard speech by virtue of the
fact that Its speakers will be representative of the
educated members of a (speech} community. Further, in the
casc of the ghetto speaker, the term "'speech community''
wll!l perhaps take on greater specificity than for any other
group of speakers.

This apparently paradoxical situatlon Is capable
of sclution i{n a number of ways, some of which are
Iindicative of the stlll changling views of biack dlialect.
The solutions themselves raise a host of questlons
which, for the most part, stiil awalt answers.

One solution is to stand fast by the current defi-
nitlon of standard speech and all that it implies for
the educated black speaker. This solutlion, of course,
automatically removes the stigmatizing tabels nonstandard
and substandard. |t does not, however, necessarily
remove the stlgma. The questlion is, does the stlgma
rezlly reside In the dialect, or in the llstener's
attlitude toward the speaker of the dialect? The latter
possibl1ity has been given consideration recently and
deserves intensive study.'0 1f the speaker's dlalect
recelves its prestige from the soclo-economic and
ethnic group with which he Is assoclated, then a strong
case can be made for educating each speaker in hic¢

native dialect, allowing him to develop [t as fully
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"as possible as a communicative tool, much as Is done not

with the speaker of what is presently called the standard
dialect. Under these clrcumstances It would be hoped that
the prestige of the ethnic, socio-economic group would be
enhanced by improved educatinnal and vocaticnal
opport:nities and by education of the dominant culture

in the acceptance of cultural differences.

Before we can arrive at such a state of affairs,
however, it s plain that the thinking of the educa-
tional establishment must be overhauled with regard to
Black €nglish. Educators and teacihers will have to
come to the understanding that 8lack English can be
treated as ancther dialect of fnglish; that It would
be normal for all blacks who grow up speaxing that
dialect to‘functlon in Tt; that both standard and non-
standard forms of a black dialect can exlIst; and that
a standard black dialect need be treated no differently
from any other (reglonal) standard dlalect of English.
The 8lack English dlatect will thus be projected wlthout
any pejoratlive, evaluative label (e. g., nonstandard),
as no less prestiglous and no less normal for its
speakers than any other dlalact of the languige s
to Its speakers. If 1t be different, such does not

make 1t pathologlcal.

- 16 -
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tt may be, In the near future at least, that the
education of the dominant culture and of the educational
aestablishment in ways of understanding and acceptanze may
mee® with only partial success. Similarly, resistance
on the part of the black community, especially middle
class Negroes, may at first make It difficult to lInsti-
gate any program In which Black English {s treatcd as
a standard, although different, dlialect of Engilsh,]] one
in which the ghetto student may at least be instructed
inftially and taught to read.

It seems to us, however, that considerable progrzss
can be made In these directions by the linguists and
scciolinguists who train the college student and,
especially th2 teachers and educato:.s of tomorrow. As
revealed In the study reported at the baginning of ¢this
paper, it is possible for educators to hold positive views
toward a different dialect and its speakers. Certalnly the
Ideas which w2 seek to test and promulgate are not wholly
new. Yet just as certalnly the education of those who will
bear the responslbility of marshalling support for these
ideas is not nearly complete; nor do most of those who
must work directly with the ghettv student have even a vague
understanding that such ldeas exist. That the conslderable
welight of informed, expert opinlon should as of yet have had so
Httie Impact on all levels is unfortunately true. It
should not be allowed to be true a moment longer than is

necessary.
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